Summary of arguments 


e Pro: If you think it will make the world objectively better, then there's no argument 
against it, really. 
Con: It's wrong to kill someone. 
Con: Would you want to be born into a world where the consensus was that it would be 
ethical for anyone to kill you if they thought it would make the world better off? 
e Con: You could be wrong about it making the world a better place. 
o Con: If everyone followed this rule, the world would almost certainly be worse. 
o Pro: You should be easily able to determine if it would make the world objectively 
better with a debate market. 
m Con: People can bs their way to win a debate market wrongly. 
m 1. There is a time limit so not everyone will get their say. 
m 2. The debate market will necessarily take place somewhere 
where meeting an open supporter of some subset of relevant 
ideas is very unlikely. We live in thought bubbles. 


Most convincing pro argument 


e Pro: If you think it will make the world objectively better, then there's no argument 
against it, really. 


Most convincing con argument 


e Con: Would you want to be born into a world where the consensus was that it would be 
ethical for anyone to kill you if they thought it would make the world better off? 


| think what the question really comes to do is if the world would really be worse in a world 
where the consensus was it was ethical to kill someone if you thought it would make the world 
better off. Presumably, this would be done by having the court consider whether the 
person's death was a net good for the world or not, and if it was, you would be acquitted. 
Probably, this would go along with making the whole court system consequentialist. So, if you 

do something bad for the world even if it's not a crime, you could get jail time or be killed, while if 
you commit a crime which actually was a net good for the world, then you would be acquitted. 
So, as to not limit the world's horizons, | will resolve this market YES. 


